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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claim 1 -20 have been presented for examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

1. Claims 1-4, 9 and 11-14,19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Aditya (U. S. Patent No. 5,918, 021). 

1.1. In considering the independent claims 1 and 1 1 , Aditya reference teaches 
the emulation of a switched Ethernet local area network in a platform having a plurality 
of computer processors, a switch fabric and point-to-point links to the processors (see 
figure 3); in particular, he teaches the steps of: 

• providing Ethernet driver emulation logic to execute on at least two 
computer processors; ( figure 2 (126)). 

• providing switch emulation logic to execute on at least one of the 
computer processors; (figure 1 (150)). 

• establishing a virtual interface between the switch emulation logic and 
each computer processor having Ethernet driver emulation logic executing 
thereon to allow software communication therebetween, wherein each 
virtual interface defines a software communication path from one 
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computer processor to another computer processor via the switch fabric; 

(col.1 line 64 through col. 2 line 6) 
• establishing a virtual interface between each computer processor having 

Ethernet driver emulation logic executing thereon and every other 

computer processor having Ethernet driver emulation logic executing 

thereon; (col. 2 line 1-6) 
if the virtual interface between one computer processor and another is operating 
to satisfy predetermined criteria, the Ethernet driver emulation logic of the one computer 
processor unicast communicating with the other computer processor via a virtual 
interface defining a software communication path therebetween;( col.6 lines 50-60). 

if the virtual interface between one computer processor and another is operating 
to not satisfy predetermined criteria, the Ethernet driver emulation logic of the one 
computer processor unicast communicating with the other computer processor via a 
virtual interface to the switch emulation logic which transmits the unicast communication 
to the other computer processor (col. 6 lines 60-61). 

1 .2. As per claims 2 and 12, Aditya reference teaches the functional equivalent 
of an Ethernet driver emulation associated with a virtual MAC address wherein the MAC 
addresses are formed according to rules to identify the computer processor as one of 
the plurality of computer processors distinct from that of the external network (col. 5 line 
15-17). 

1 .3. With regards to claims 3 and 13, Aditya reference discloses that the 
platform is connected to an external network via interface logic for communicating with 
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an external network interface is associated with its own MAC address, and wherein 
messages are communicated on the external network using the MAC address of the 
external network interface logic (col. 5 lines 17-21). 

1 .4. With regards to claims 4 and 14, the Aditya reference inherently teaches 
the use of different virtual interface for communication between multiple computer 
processors ((see fig. 2 (141) col. 5 lines 15-17)) as each NIC possesses its own MAC 
address (col.1 lines 60-62). 

1 .5. As per claims 9 and 19, the Aditya reference teaches a switch emulation 
logic that defines and maintains computer processor membership (col.6 lines 24-30). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 

the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 

the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 

were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 

under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 

not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 

consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 

prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
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2. Claims 5-7 and 15-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Aditya {U.S. Patent No. 5,918,021) as applied to claims 1-4,9 and 1 1-14,19 above, 
and further in view of Hebert (U.S. Patent No. 6,728,780). 

2.1. In considering claims, 5 and 15, Aditya reference teaches the check 
summing capability (fig. 6 col. 5 line 38-43), but it does not teach the disabling of such 
check summing. However, Hebert teaches the disabling of such check summing if the 
switch fabric driver logic has already check summed a message (see Hebert col.2 lines 
51-59). It would have been to one ordinary skill of the art to have modified Aditya's by 
adding the check summing disablement so that the system does not check sum a 
message that has already been check summed. 

2.2. With regards to claims 6 and 16, Aditya reference teaches most of the 
claims limitations; but does not teach the reliable communication protocol. However, 
Hebert reference teaches the use of a reliable communication protocol to ensure 
reception of message over the switch fabric (see Hebert col.5 lines 12-17). 

Thus it would have been obvious for one ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
applicant's invention to have modified Aditya's system by adding the reliable 
communication protocol to ensure that messages get to its destination. 

2.3. With regards to claims 7 and 17, the combination of Aditya and Hebert 
references disclose the redundant configuration (see Hebert figure 3 col. 4 lines 56-57). 

3. Claims 8,10, 18 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Aditya as applied to claims 1-7,9 and 1 1-17,19 above, and further in 
view of Trachewsky et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,898,204). 
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3.1 . With regards to claims 8 and 18, Aditya reference teaches most of the 
claims (see figure 3); however it does teach the switch emulation logic receiving and 
cloning the broadcast message from the virtual interface and transmitting it to the other 
computer processors in the network. On the other hand, Trachewsky et al reference 
teaches the use of an Ethernet emulation logic to broadcast communicate a message 
by sending the message to the switch emulation logic via a virtual interface as the 
switch emulation logic receives and clones the broadcast message from a virtual 
interface and transmits it the other computer processors in the network (col.29 line 60 
through col.30 line 58). Thus it would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of applicant's invention to modify Aditya's system by adding the cloning 
feature to Aditya's system in other to retrieve these messages and send them to other 
computer processors in the network. 

3.2. In considering claims 10 and 20, the combination of aditya and 
Trachewsky et al references discloses the transmission capability of a switched 
Ethernet driver emulation logic of more than the maximum transmission unit (MTU) (see 
Trachewsky et al col. 29 line 60 through col. 58). 

Conclusion 

Claims 1-20 are rejected and this action is non-final. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Andre Pierre-Louis whose telephone number is 571- 
272-8636. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri, 8am-4: 30pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Leo P. Picard can be reached on 571-272-3749. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
APL 

July 8, 2005 




